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ABSTRACT
Changing views on childhood and children’s rights entail an increasing
demand for listening to children’s voices, even in research. All children
are, in principle, seen as vulnerable participants in research, but our
concern is the particularly vulnerable children. By listening to them,
researchers increase the chances of contributing to the
improvement of the children’s total situations based on their own
experiences. In this article, after discussing why vulnerable children
should take part in research and exemplifying how they should do
it, we consider advice for enabling particularly vulnerable students’
voices to be heard in research in ethically justifiable ways.
Recommendations for considering vulnerable children’s participation
in research are proposed. While children may be regarded
particularly vulnerable for a range of reasons, we draw attention to
the student group in regular classes identified as having special
educational needs by referring to examples from a recent research
project in Norwegian schools.
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Generally, children are increasingly seen as people with rights relating to who they are
now, not only who they later become (Sommer 2006; Bae 2007; Frønes 2007; Nordahl
2010; Tangen 2011). They are no longer regarded primarily in terms of becoming but
of being and as competent agents in their own lives (James and Prout 1997; James,
Jenks, and Prout 1998; Frønes 2007). The perception of children as competent agents
is a central feature of the changing paradigm (James and Prout 1997; Frønes 2007).
Theoretically, this understanding relates to ‘the new sociology of childhood’ (James,
Jenks, and Prout 1998) and manifests in research theoretically, methodologically, and
in the choice of research topics and research questions. But, when it comes to research,
there has been a long tradition of research on children which has treated children as
objects rather than subjects (Bae 2004; Tangen 2011; Black-Hawkins and Amrhein
2014). From a psychological point of view, there is a growing understanding that children
are, in fact, experts on being children (for instance Morrow 1998). Their world differs
from the childhood of today’s adults, and besides, children perceive the world differently
from grown-ups and communicate differently about their experiences. Therefore, ‘[t]o
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optimizes our learning, we have to find ways to listen to childen in their own time on
their own terms’ (Dahl 2014, 595). At the same time, one should bear in mind that
research is always situated and embedded; for instance, issues of gender, class and ethni-
city are as relevant for children as for others (Richards, Clark, and Boggis 2015).
Children’s generally increasing participation in research is one of the perspectives on
which we base this article. Nind (2011) claims that there is a related paradigm shift in
disability research regarding participation. Since we in our article are looking into vulner-
able children’s participation in research, we include, as another perspective, research on
and with particularly vulnerable groups, such as disabled people.
‘Researchers have a special responsibility to respect the interests of vulnerable groups
throughout the entire research process’, according to ethical guidelines for research, as here
from the Norwegian National Committee for Research Ethics in the Social Sciences and
the Humanities (NESH 2016, item 21). Due to their ages, children are generally considered
such a vulnerable group, and NESH emphasises that the researcher ‘must know enough
about children to be able to adapt both their methods and the direction of their research to
the ages of the participants’ (NESH 2016, item 14).Whenwe in this article refer to vulnerable
children, other vulnerability factors than age are also present. We understand ‘children’ as
learners in primary, secondary and upper secondary education. (The United Nations’ Con-
vention on the Rights of the Child defines every person under the age of 18 as a child).
Research with children must consider ethical issues throughout the whole research
process. Perceptions of children affect all the research choices that are made and, even
when children are respected as legitimate, important participants in research, researchers
must also recognise that they may be more vulnerable, and have less institutional power,
than adults (Hill 2005). Bae (2007) shows that relationships between adults and children
always bear the mark of asymmetry, adults having the power of definition. Researchers
have responsibilities to act with humility and respect in the face of children’s statements
and to highlight children’s experiences and information without compromising them
(Bae 2007). At the same time, research with children rather than on them presents
major ethical problems (Solbakk 2014), as discussed below. Ethical research ensures
the informed consent of both children and their parents NESH (2016). In practice,
consent is informed when children understand the main aspects of the research
process: the purpose of the research, the main features of the project plan, what they
will be asked to do, and the possible advantages and disadvantages of participating
(Mukherji and Alborn 2010, cited in Staxrud 2013).
Background
Vulnerability
The concept of vulnerability is widely used in educational research, as well as in edu-
cation, special education and policy making, but it has rarely been theoretically
defined or analysed. The same holds for the social sciences, social care services and in
social work (Virokannas, Liuski, and Kuronen 2020). From a legal point of view,
Fineman (2013) argues that vulnerability arises from our dependency and is both univer-
sal and particular. It is universal in being inherent to our human embodiment which
means that we are always at risk of harm due to, for instance, injury or illness. At the
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same time, vulnerability is particular since some individuals face a higher risk of harm
than others. Coyle (2013) has argued that the notion of vulnerability can beppropriated
for different (and potentially contradicting) purposes, and that this can lead to an
implementation problem: how exactly should vulnerability be identified and who
should determine these factors of identification? Coyle claims that if any identification
of vulnerability does not identify vulnerability on the basis of several dimensions, the
notion risks becoming essentializing, paternalizing and/or victimising.
We agree with those who think one should be careful not to refer to the term vulner-
ability without giving it actual content, but at the same time we believe that overall, the
notion seems to constitute a potentially useful tool for assessing the origin of disadvan-
tage, exclusion or marginalisation at three levels: the individual (embodied factors), the
immediate surroundings (situational factors) and the society as a whole (structural
factors) (Flegar 2021). We are in this article unable to cover the underlying reasoning
regarding this notion in-depth and will therefore focus on a few key areas related to vul-
nerable children’s participation in research.
‘Special ed. students’ and vulnerability
Potential vulnerability factors in schools may depend on a range of circumstances, for
example: being under the care of the child welfare service; having disabilities or physical
or mental illness; having had traumatic experiences or different social or cultural back-
grounds than the majority. Here, as examples, we focus on recipients of special education
in inclusive settings in Norwegian schools, claiming that they are in risk of being particularly
vulnerable. The special education system in Norway refers to the Education Act stating that
children who do not, or cannot, benefit satisfactorily from ordinary education are – after
expert assessment – entitled to special education. According to this formal procedure,
barely 8% of students in primary and lower secondary school receive special education,
some of whom are diagnosed with disabilities but the majority of whom are described as
having specific learning difficulties, especially in reading and writing, or behavioural pro-
blems (Norwegian Directorate 2020). Except from a few in separate settings, most students
who receive special education receive it in parallel with ordinary education for five to seven
hours per week on average, preferably within class, but in reality, quite often outside. During
the remainder of the school week, they follow the same programmes as their classmates.
The reason for regarding the ‘special ed. students’ as potentially vulnerable, is that
Norwegian studies, as well as international ones, have shown that students who
receive special education are more marginalised, both socially and academically, than
other students (e.g. Messiou 2006; Haug 2017a; The Ombudsman for Children 2017;
Buchner 2017; Nordahl 2018). For Norway it is stated in several studies that the selection
of students for special education often appears as random (Haug 2017a). For instance,
comparable students without special education are just as low achieving or struggling
as the ‘statemented’ ones. Further, findings have revealed weak learning outcomes and
determined that teacher competence in special education is often inadequate, and
many teachers have low expectations of regular class students who receive special edu-
cation (e.g. The Ombudsman for Children 2017). For these reasons, we argue that, as
a group, children and young people who receive special education in inclusive settings
are in – or risk finding themselves in – vulnerable situations.
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Vulnerable persons’ voices in research
The general demand ‘nothing about us without us’ has been voiced for years by disabled
adults (e.g. Charlton 2000). Marginalised young people are also now raising their voices,
asserting ‘everything about us, with us’ (EADSNE 2016). However, the notion of ‘voice’ is
not unambiguous (e.g. Richard, Clark, and Boggis 2015). Conceptions of an authentic,
autonomous children’s voice are contested (Mayes 2016). For one, there is not only
one children’s voice in research, there is a diversity of voices, so Messiou (2019) insists
on using the plural ‘voices’. To her, voices refer to ‘students’ thoughts and emotions,
as well as their actions for bringing about change’ (769). This understanding comprises
more than the linguistically/verbally expressed views, including not only the most acade-
mically successful students (Mayes 2016).
But, even if student voices are listened to, there may be barriers in taking them into
account in schools. In their studies of student voices in New Zealand about what learning
means to the young participants, Bourke and Loveridge (2016) also included teachers’
interpretations of what the children had said. Interestingly, most of the teachers ‘explored
student voice responses in relation to their understanding of the New Zealand frame-
work, not from a child’s frame of reference’ (Bourke and Loveridge 2016, 65). In order
to translate children’s ideas back into teaching and learning, they need to be taken
seriously, perhaps easier achieved if further research worked with students and teachers
together, as suggested by the authors.
Studies claiming to be inclusive have the stated intent to improve the situation of vul-
nerable groups, for example Allan and Slee (2008), or Tangen (2009) who highlights that
vulnerable school children’s research participation should help improve their ‘quality of
school life’. Overall, the intention of participatory research is ‘to contribute to social
change, that helps to create a society, in which excluded groups belong, and which
aims to improve the quality of their lives’ (Walmsley, Strnadová, and Johnson 2018,
758). An example is a study aiming at optimising daily practices in educational settings
(Messiou 2019): An inquiry conducted in many European countries looked at an inno-
vative strategy for helping teachers respond positively to learner diversity. The strategy
merges the idea of lesson study with an emphasis on listening to the views of students.
The research suggests that it is precisely the involvement of students’ voices that
makes the difference as to advice for improving practice.
Walmsley and Johnson (2003) proposed the following requirements for an inclusive
research process regarding vulnerable groups, in this case disabled persons: relevance
of the research; potentially improved life situation for the group in question; involvement
of the target group in every stage of the research. The authors later claimed that inclusive
research should bring added value which other research methods could not offer
(Walmsley, Strnadová, and Johnson 2018) or, as put by Nind and Vinha (2012),
answer questions that cannot otherwise be answered.
Universal Research Design (URD)
Researching with children who have a range of capabilities and skills, and sometimes
impairments, requires special attention to access and usability. Generally, Universal
Design (UD) refers to environments that ‘can be accessed, understood and used to the
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greatest extent possible by all people, regardless of their age, […] ability or disability.’1
(Also see for instance Meyer, Rose, and Gordon (2014)). Universal physical access, per-
ceptible information, for instance optional audio or written information, and simple and
intuitive use are among the demands of universal design that are frequently mentioned.
In a framework for Universal Design for Learning (UDL) the universal principles are
applied in instructional environments. The aims are to provide multiple means of rep-
resentation and expression as well as engagement in the classroom (Rose and Gravel
2009).
When dealing with the field of research, the following guidelines for a Universal
Research Design (URD) were introduced by Williams and Moore (2011, 4):
(I) plan multiple options for people to learn about, respond to, and arrive at opportunities to
participate in research; (II) provide multiple means to communicate the information in
research instruments and instructions for participants; and (III) provide multiple means
of responding to research instruments and interventions.
Even if Williams and Moore and other authors mostly have had young persons or adults
in mind when URD is concerned, we think that the guidelines above make up useful
advice when vulnerable children of varying age are concerned as well. Adaptations
might for instance include individual dialogues with children during the research
process, related to age and known learning obstacles, in order to ensure optimal under-
standing. Several examples in the discussion below illustrate how facilitation might be
done. According to Peña et al. (2018) researchers should strive to apply principles of uni-
versal research design to all stages of inquiries, not only as in our case when vulnerable
children are concerned, but in all research.
‘The SPEED project’ – an example of children’s (more or less) participation
in a special education research project
The project ‘The function of special education’ (2012–2017) – SPEED, in short – was a
national research project investigating special education in Norwegian primary and
lower secondary schools. Several qualitative and quantitative methods were used in the
SPEED project, the central one being a large survey in which children, teachers and
parents participated. The authors of this article took part in different stages of the
project. Methods and findings will not be reported in detail here; that has been done else-
where, see for instance Haug 2017b; Haug 2020; Festøy and Haug 2018; Mølster and Nes
2018; Opsal and Tonheim 2018. See also information in the endnotes of the article.
In the aftermath of this research, we have become increasingly aware of the impor-
tance of children’s participation in the whole research process. The examples regarding
process and results from SPEED in the following are included, not because they are
necessarily admirable regarding the presence of children’s voices, but because they illu-
minate relevant issues of participation in a fairly typical conventional inquiry.
In the main part of SPEED, digital questionnaires were used2 One strength of the
project was that many children answered, commenting on a wide range of topics and
enabling comparison between groups and with the adult respondents. All students of
the class took part. They completed the questionnaire during a school lesson with a
teacher present. The guardians had given their written consent to the research
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participation of their children, but it is not described how or by whom children them-
selves were informed and asked. Access was facilitated by translations of the question-
naire into 15 languages, including Arabic, Tamil and Thai. The extent to which
students were given assistance in answering the questions is unknown. In addition to lin-
guistic minority students, other students, such as those with intellectual, sensory or con-
centration difficulties or who struggle with reading, might have needed help too, or
perhaps additional time, but we do not know if that occurred.
Findings revealed worrying data about the status of ‘special ed. students’ in inclusive
schools. When looking into issues of loneliness, wellbeing and behaviour,3 the result was
negative for the ‘special ed. students’, here of 5th and 6th grade (age 10–12), compared to
their peers without special education (0.5 std. difference4). When split on types of regis-
tered student difficulties, the difference between students with behavioural difficulties
and their peers was particularly large when wellbeing and behaviour were concerned
(more than 1.0 std difference) (Haug 2020). The other difficulty categories used were
specific learning difficulties, general learning difficulties and other difficulties.
Students’ attitudes to school subjects are here exemplified by the factor ‘My opinions
on the subject Norwegian.5 The results regarding the fifth and sixth graders’ assessments
of their relationships to this subject showed that the ‘special ed. students’ clearly valued
the subject less than their fellow students (0.5 std difference) (Nes 2017).
For the sake of comparison, we include parts of what the teachers reported about the
same fifth and sixth graders – with or without special education – referred to above. On
the factor ‘Student’s engagement and work effort6 the responses revealed that the class
teachers considered the engagement and work effort of ‘special ed. students’ to be
much lower than those of other students. In the eyes of the class teachers, the difference
between students with and without special education was huge (nearly 1.0 std). The
difference between the two student groups’ ‘adaptation to class rules7 was equally
large, as reported by the teachers (Nes 2017).
An interview and observational study in SPEED involving younger ‘special ed. chil-
dren’ and their teachers and parents underpins parts of the results from the survey,
revealing that teachers’ perceptions of the students’ work efforts were far more negative
than the students’ own perceptions (Festøy and Haug 2018). The same qualitative study
also showed a discrepancy regarding perceived student participation in decisions about
content and methods in the lessons; contrary to what the teacher said, the students did
not feel they had a say.
Regarding children’s involvement in other stages of the research process than provid-
ing answers, their participation was more of an indirect kind. For instance, in the initial
stages, the chosen questions and instruments were based on previous research regarding
children and young people, some of them in vulnerable situations. The SPEED research
group itself was interdisciplinary, and a reference group for the project provided input
from various academic fields, but not directly from children, their families or interest
organisations. The project description of SPEED referred to ethical challenges but not
explicitly to the challenges faced when researching young ‘special ed. Students’. Dissemi-
nation of results was done in various traditional ways by the researchers via articles,
reports, books, talks, newspaper articles, etc.
To sum up vulnerable children’s participation in the SPEED project, in terms of results
we have first learnt how ‘special ed. students’ as respondents provide important messages
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about their situation in school, which is basically about how they in many situations feel
socially and academically marginalised compared to other children. Second, we have
shown that children can provide different answers than adults, in our case revealing
how students who receive special education in part were regarded very negatively by
the classroom teachers in ways that did not match the students’ self-perceptions.
Further, the teachers felt that the children had a say concerning the lessons, while the
students themselves did not feel it that way. However, in terms of participation in the
research process, in several steps of the inquiry the children’s voices are not accounted for.
Discussion
With the SPEED project as a point of departure, we will discuss vulnerable children’s
voices in all stages of research. Other examples of participatory research are also
included. The SPEED project confirmed what other studies have shown, that students
who receive special education are, in their own eyes, more marginalised socially and aca-
demically than their peers, and therefore at risk of being particularly vulnerable (cf.
Messiou 2006; Haug 2017a; The Ombudsman for Children 2017; Buchner 2017;
Nordahl 2018). At the same time, SPEED data indicated that ‘special ed. students’ may
be rendered even more vulnerable by subtle markers of exclusion because class teachers
view these students as much more marginalised than they do themselves. It seems that
entering the special education system in itself contributes to marginalising some stu-
dents. This occurs in spite of the fact that ‘special ed. students’ are strikingly similar to
other students, since in many cases it is random who is stated as having special edu-
cational needs (Haug 2017a). That is, it is not the embodied or individual differences
between the two student groups that are prominent (cf. Fineman 2013; Flegar 2021).
Explanations must be sought on other levels, such as situational factors – for instance
the teacher’s practice and views on ‘special ed. students’, or structural/societal factors
(Flegar 2021).
When SPEED is concerned, we regard the inquiry as research based and as such rel-
evant for the ‘special ed. students’, in accordance with Walmsley and Johnson’s (2003)
requirements, even if the respondents did not have a direct say in choice of research
issues or research instruments. But one may wonder what students’ own priorities
would have been, if they themselves – or may be a reference group of children – had
been asked (cf. Bourke and Loveridge 2016). Regarding informed consent, children’s
role in the SPEED project is not quite clear. Bourke (2017, 232) underlines that informed
consent is an ongoing process and that ‘reaching informed dissent is as important as
consent’. Unconventional ways of consenting may be needed (Richards, Clark, and
Boggis 2015).
While quantitative methods were crucial in SPEED, qualitative methods are often seen
as most beneficial when the purpose is examining children’s views and experiences,
especially qualitative interviews but also a range of creative methods (Olsen 2012;
Mossige and Backe-Hansen 2013; Bourke 2017; Haugen 2018; Alerby and Kostenius
2011). Examples include a variety of visual and digital approaches (Alderson and
Morrow 2011; Dahl 2014; Cowie and Khoo 2017; Haugen 2018). One example is how
children were invited to take photographs based on their understanding of the project
research goals. In the interviews afterwards, the children could show and talk about
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their photos to the researchers (Cowie and Khoo 2017). Richards, Clark, and Boggis
(2015) found inventive methods even when children had multiple and complex needs
for adaptation.
In the SPEED project children acted directly as sources of data through surveys and
interviews. If we had had only the class teachers’ opinions of the students, the study
would have presented an even more disadvantageous picture of the children with ‘state-
mented’ special educational needs. Regardless of the methodological approach, the
ethical challenges when vulnerable children are participants deserve special attention.
An interview situation with semi-structured or open questions can create great discom-
fort for participants if difficult, sensitive experiences are subjects of the interviews.
Mossige and Backe-Hansen (2013) argue that, when using anonymous questionnaires,
children and young people should be assured that no one will see their answers to indi-
vidual questions. This is different in an interview situation, since students relate directly
to another person who inevitably seeks to understand their answers. Interviews could
also move in directions that interviewees do not anticipate, but interviewers can notice
if interviewees seem uneasy and adjust the interview situation accordingly (Mossige
and Backe-Hansen 2013, 59). In interviews as well questionnaires, questions should be
posed about how the young respondents feel about the queries asked, for instance
whether they feel relevant or not (Mossige and Backe-Hansen 2013).
In SPEED the young participants were not asked how they felt about the inquiry, but
they were involved as important respondents, after all. Many researchers claim that pre-
cisely by dealing with children as data sources, their experiences are taken seriously
(Gamst and Langballe 2004; cited in Haugen 2018; Lundy 2018). Research participation
may be empowering for vulnerable children (Walmsley, Strnadová, and Johnson 2018).
Trusting and respecting children’s responses and perceptions means considering chil-
dren as credible sources. The extent to which children – or adults, for that matter – cor-
rectly remember events or personal feelings is affected by context (Gamst and Langballe
2004). When you ask for children’s subjective experiences, incidents, and perspectives
relating to their school realities, their answers will be true at that moment, without
this affecting the child’s credibility (Bae 2004; Sommer 2006).
Children’s participation in research as respondents, as in the SPEED project, is one
thing, their contribution in collecting the data, as well as analysing them and disseminat-
ing the results are others. Schäfer and Yarwood (2008) exemplify how young persons
themselves acted as co-researchers, conducting interviews with peers about their daily
lives. The young volunteers were trained how to ask questions and follow them up as
well as using the technical equipment. The eldest (up to age 16) conducted group inter-
views alone with a video camera. But the authors strongly warn that the described
approach is no guarantee that hierarchical power structures will not hamper the research
(Schäfer and Yarwood 2008).
Children’s participation in data analysis is far less widespread than in providing the
data (Cowie and Khoo 2017; Nind 2011). But, if young vulnerable persons really are
to be seen as co-researchers, taking part as a ‘sense-maker’ in analysis of data is essential
(Nind 2011). You may even speak of research not only with children, but by them (Dahl
2014; Cowie and Khoo 2017). This occurs when children initiate projects and/or share
power and responsibilities with adults (Hart 1992; Shier 2001). Real participation
occurs when children, including the particularly vulnerable, are involved throughout
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the whole project and take part in the decisions that are made, see for instance an
example with use of puppy production by Mayes (2016). Importantly, young persons,
and particularly the vulnerable ones, will need training and support to exert such
roles; some will need a lot (Mayes 2016).
In the SPEED project dissemination of results was undertaken in traditional ways by
the adults. As an example of children’s participation in dissemination of research
findings, Cowie and Khoo (2017) explain how results were presented by the primary
school-aged participants themselves on a ‘community sharing day’. Family as well as
the school and the wider local community could watch and listen to the childreńs own
power point presentations from the project. In other of these authors’ projects, results
included photo books with children’s texts. However, the authors highlight that ‘[a]
key challenge is how to present children’s views and images while attending to their
privacy, safety and dignity […] particularly if the child’s identity is clearly visible and
they are potentially construed as vulnerable through the accompanying text’ (Cowie
and Khoo 2017, 241–242).
Conclusions and recommendations
We sum up our journey regarding vulnerable children in research by suggesting rec-
ommendations for researchers aiming to increase vulnerable children’s research partici-
pation in ethically justifiable ways. In addition to researchers, addresses for the
recommendations are also the bodies that exert quality control of, and approve, research
proposals. Our concern is to value and hopefully increase children’s voices in research,
with an overarching goal of ultimately improving the circumstances of the vulnerable
children, for instance by informing teaching practices.
Recommendations
The following recommendations for participatory research with vulnerable children are
not intended as a checklist, but as issues for reflection and increasing awareness.
. Research with vulnerable children must aim to answer questions that cannot otherwise
be answered.
A premise that should underpin all research involving vulnerable children is that
one should only involve them in the research when the knowledge one seeks does
not exist elsewhere.
This recommendation is adapted from Nind and Vinha’s (2012) requirements for
researching with intellectually disabled adults. Walmsley, Strnadová, and Johnson
(2018, 752) emphasise that these research participants should ‘bring something
different and unique which brings added value to a research project’, a premise that in
our opinion holds for research involving vulnerable children too (Tangen 2010; Dahl
2014). However, due attention has to be paid to the difficult balance between, on the
one hand, the needs of protecting the children and, on the other, the need for
research-based knowledge. The more vulnerable the children are regarded; the more a
thorough consideration of their protection is required.
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. The research must be relevant and in the best interest of the vulnerable children.
The research should contribute to providing a better quality of life for children and
young people who are particularly vulnerable. It must be considered whether and how
vulnerable children themselves can influence the research issues.
One of Walmsley and Johnson’s (2003, 64) research requirements was that research
should ‘further the interests of disabled people’. Essential to the approach we have
adopted in this article has been to highlight that vulnerable school children’s research
participation should help improve their circumstances (Allan and Slee 2008; Dahl
2014; Walmsley, Strnadová, and Johnson 2018; Tangen 2009). The SPEED project,
and most other school research relating to vulnerable children, have had the stated inten-
tion of contributing to the improvement of the daily lives of the children in question,
such as improving the quality of special education and ordinary teaching.
Furthermore, an underlying assumption in SPEED was that improvements for the
most vulnerable would benefit all. This ‘enrichment perspective’ was formulated by
Befring (1997), who claimed that schools that are good for disabled and other vulnerable
students are good for all students. Another of Walmsley and Johnson’s (2003) require-
ments for inclusive research with disabled adults was that the research problem must
be owned by disabled people. Although this point may have limited relevance for
some in our target group, we find that, in principle, vulnerable children should
influence the choice of research topics (Dahl 2014; Tangen 2011). In order to have
their voices heard, not only children’s age but also their specific needs for adaptation
may need consideration. In parallel, NESH (2016) requires that the researcher must
have sufficient competence about children and vulnerable groups to be able to adapt
the research to the participants.
. Vulnerable children should participate in the whole research process in ethically justifi-
able ways.
Children and adolescents who are particularly vulnerable must, when relevant, have
the opportunity to participate in the entire research processes of studies that apply to
themselves. This has to take place in ways that are ethically justifiable and age-appro-
priate. The children’s needs for adaptation should be met in accordance with prin-
ciples of universal research design (URD).
This recommendation is consistent with Walmsley and Johnson (2003), who state in
their requirements for inclusive research with disabled people that they should be part of
the whole research process, even in designing and managing the research. We rec-
ommend that ways of facilitating also the participation of vulnerable children in the
whole research process should be considered. In planning a project and applying for
funding, as well as when publishing from it, children’s participation in the research
ought to be accounted for. However, neither SPEED, nor related research that we
know of, have involved children in project design or management, although various
interests have been considered in connection with the composition of research groups
and steering groups.
When it comes to research methods, they must give vulnerable children opportunities
to have their voices represented adequately (Schäfer and Yarwood 2008; Tangen 2009;
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Mossige and Backe-Hansen 2013; Messiou 2019; Bourke 2017; Haugen 2018). Vulnerable
children’s feedback on their experiences of being involved in studies should also be
included. The young participants might be asked whether the questions in the study
addressed topics they perceived as important, whether other issues should have been
included, and whether the questions were unpleasant to answer (Mossige and Backe-
Hansen 2013).
The researcher must show respect for human dignity in the choice of topic as well as
informed consent towards those who participate in the research (NESH 2016). Regarding
data collection Tangen (2014, 686) asks ‘what steps should be taken to secure autonomy,
privacy, and wellbeing and minimize risk’ while Nind (2011) discusses how young or dis-
abled persons can participate ethically in data analysis. Likewise, Cowie and Khoo (2017)
draws attention to possibilities and challenges regarding vulnerable children’s contri-
bution in the dissemination phase.
Concluding remarks
In this article, we have addressed the necessity of listening to vulnerable children’s
voices in research and exemplified how to do it. Young age is seen as a vulnerability
factor in itself; here we refer to situations where other vulnerability factors are present
as well. The ways to include children are numerous; we have just mentioned a few
examples. At the same time, there will be more or less dissonance between the
ideals of participatory research and practice, as we have seen. However, we would
argue that conventional research with vulnerable children can still be of value, even
if it does not follow all advice slavishly. The main point is to enter the path of increas-
ing vulnerable children’s contribution in the research process. In parallel, Lundy
(2018) claims that children’s right to participate in collective decision-making is
central, but that it is demanding to do so at all levels, and not always beneficial for
the participants. But, she argues that in many cases it may be more important to
implement children’s participation in parts of the decision-making process; ‘something
is better than nothing’ (Lundy 2018, 344).
According to Alderson (2000, 243), ‘[t]o involve all children more directly in research
can rescue them from silence and exclusion, and from being represented, by default, as
passive objects`. We agree with Fottland (2000), who researched vulnerable children, that
whether one should facilitate research that actively includes the children’s perspectives is
basically a value issue. An alternative question might be, ‘Do we have the moral right to
not do so?’ (Fottland 2000, 31, our translation). To increase research participation for
vulnerable children, however, further research is needed, not only to widen the range
ofmethodological approaches and research participants, but also to develop research
ethics and reflections on the problems raised by such research (Tangen 2008; Richards,
Clark, and Boggis 2015).
Notes
1. http://universaldesign.ie/Built-Environment/Building-for-Everyone/9-Planning.pdf.
2. The number of respondents and response rates varied in different parts of the project. The
response rate for students (N = 16,282) was 80%, and 73% for their class teachers in the
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survey to which we refer (Topphol, Haug, and Nordahl 2017). All translations of instru-
ments and results in the SPEED project are ours.
3. Survey data from a total of 5100 students from the fifth and sixth grades have been analysed.
Factor scores refer to groups of questions. The factor ‘social isolation’ had two statements: ‘I
feel depressed at school’ and ‘I feel lonely at school’. The factor ‘wellbeing’ had seven state-
ments, such as ‘I enjoy going to school’ and ‘I like it in my class’. The factor ‘behaviour’ had
eight statements, such as ‘I quarrel with other students’, ‘I protest if the teacher annoys me’
and ‘I fight with other students’. These factors were entirely or partially based on Sørlie and
Nordahl (1998), and Rutter and Maughan (2002). The students ticked off options on a four-
or five-part Likert scale. Differences between groups are expressed in effect size, i.e. differ-
ences between standard deviations.
4. The statistical analyses used were factor and reliability analyses with satisfactory results, as
well as frequency and variance analyses (Topphol, Haug, and Nordahl 2017).
5. The questions about the subject Norwegian are based on the project ‘Quality in education’
(Haug 2012).
6. The questions for the factor ‘engagement and work effort’ are based on Skaalvik’s engage-
ment scale (Skaalvik 1993). Teachers were asked to rate each student regarding the following
issues: ‘The student’s engagement for success at school is… ’, ‘The student’s work effort at
the school is… ’, and ‘The student’s interest in learning during classes is… ’.
7. Questions for this factor include ‘pays attention to teacher’, ‘is tidy’, ‘is not distracted’, etc.
Disclosure statement
No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).
Notes on contributors
Ann-Cathrin Faldet is an associate professor in special needs education at the Inland Norway Uni-
versity of Applied Sciences. Her field of research is youth and behavioural problems, risk- and pro-
tective factors, and her theoretical grounding is linked to the socio-cultural theory and agency
perspective. She is currently researching how young adults who have exercised violence in adoles-
cence looking at their own school history.
Kari Nes is a professor emerita in education at the Inland Norway University of Applied Sciences.
Her field of research is inclusive education and special education. Current projects include ‘push-
and pull-out phenomena in inclusive school systems’, which is a comparative study of teachers’




Alderson, P. 2000. Research with Children. Perspectives and Practices. London: Falmer Press.
Alderson, P., and V. Morrow. 2011. Ethics, Social Research and Consulting with Children and
Young People. Los Angeles, CA: SAGE Publications.
Alerby, E., and C. Kostenius. 2011. “‘Dammed Taxicab’ - How Silent Communication in
Questionnaires Can Be Understood and Used to Give Voice to Children’s Experiences.”
International Journal of Research Method in Education 34 (2): 117–130.
Allan, J., and R. Slee. 2008. Doing Inclusive Education Research. Rotterdam: Sense Publishers.
12 A.-C. FALDET AND K. NES
Bae, B. 2004. Dialoger mellom førskolelærer og barn – en beskrivende og fortolkende studie.
[Dialogues between Preschool Teacher and Children – A Descriptive and Interpretive Study].
Høgskolen i Oslo, HiO-rapport nr 25.
Bae, B. 2007. Å se barn som subjekt – noen konsekvenser for pedagogisk arbeid i barnehage. [Seeing
Children as a Subject – Some Consequences for Educational Work in Kindergarten]. In
Kunnskapsdepartementet. [Ministry of Education].
Befring, E. 1997. “The Enrichment Perspective: A Special Educational Approach to an Inclusive
School.” Remedial and Special Education 18 (3): 182–187.
Black-Hawkins, K., and B. Amrhein. 2014. “Valuing Student Teachers’ Perspectives: Researching
Inclusively in Inclusive Education?” International Journal of Research and Method in Education
37 (4): 357–375.
Bourke, R. 2017. “The Ethics of Including and ‘Standing Up’ for Children and Young People in
Educational Research.” International Journal of Inclusive Education 21 (3): 231–233.
Bourke, R., and J. Loveridge. 2016. “Beyond the Official Language of Learning: Teachers Engaging
with Student Voice Research.” Teaching and Teacher Education 57: 59–66.
Buchner, T. 2017. “Markierungen und Platzierungen. Die Produktion von ,Integrationskindern’
über verräumlichte Praktiken an Regelschulen.” [Markings and Placements. The Production
of ‘Integration Children’ through Spatial Practices in Regular Schools]. Zeitschrift Für
Inklusion, [Journal for Inclusion] 1 (4). https://www.inklusion-online.net/index.php/
inklusion-online/article/view/435.
Charlton, J. I. 2000. Nothing About Us Without Us: Disability Oppression and Empowerment.
Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.
Cowie, B., and E. Khoo. 2017. “Accountability Through Access, Authenticity and Advocacy When
Researching with Young Children.” International Journal of Inclusive Education 21 (3): 234–
247.
Coyle, S. 2013. “Vulnerability and the Liberal Order.” In Vulnerability: Reflections on a New Ethical
Foundation for Law and Politics, edited by M. Fineman, and A. Grear, 61–76. London:
Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315547862.
Dahl, T. I. 2014. “Children as Researchers: We Have a Lot to Learn.” In The SAGE Handbook of
Child Research, edited by G. B. Melton, A. Ben-Arieh, J. Cashmore, G. S. Goodman, and N. K.
Worley, 594–618. London: SAGE.
EADSNE (European Agency for Development in Special Needs Education). 2016. Take Action for
Inclusive Education: Delegates’ Proposals and Reflections. Report. Brussels/Odense: EADSNE.
Festøy, A. R., and P. Haug. 2018. “Coherence in Conditions for Learning in Special Education.”
European Journal of Special Needs Education 4: 1–16. doi:10.1080/08856257.2018.1542227.
Fineman, M. 2013. “Introduction.” In Vulnerability: Reflections on a New Ethical Foundation for
Law and Politics, edited by Martha Fineman, and Anna Grear. London: Routledge. https://doi.
org/10.4324/9781315547862.
Flegar, V. 2021. Theoretical Approaches to the Human Rights of Marginalized and Excluded
Individuals or Groups – Part IV: A Short Critique of Vulnerability. [Blog]. Accessed 2
April 2021. http://rethinkingdisability.net/theoretical-approaches-to-the-human-rights-of-
marginalized-and-excluded-individuals-or-groups-part-iv-a-short-critique-of-vulnerability/.
Fottland, H. 2000. “Barneperspektiv og selvrapportering i studiet av barns og tenåringers utvikling.
Teoretiske overveielser og forskningsmetodiske problemer.” [Child Perspective and Self-
Reporting in the Study of Children’s and Teenagers’ Development. Theoretical
Considerations and Research Methodological Problems]. Barn, nr. 1. Norsk senter for barne-
forskning (NOSEB), 27–30.
Frønes, I. 2007.Moderne barndom. [Modern Childhood]. 2nd ed. Oslo: Cappelen Akademisk Forlag.
Gamst, K., and Å Langballe. 2004. Barn som vitner: En empirisk og teoretisk studie av kommuni-
kasjon mellom avhører og barn i dommeravhør: utvikling av en avhørsmetodisk tilnærming.
[Children Who Testify: An Empirical and Theoretical Study of Communication Between
Interrogator and Child in Judicial Hearing: Development of an Interrogation Methodological
Approach]. Oslo: Institutt for spesialpedagogikk, Det utdanningsvitenskapelige fakultet,
Universitetet i Oslo.
INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF INCLUSIVE EDUCATION 13
Hart, R. 1992. Children’s Participation: From Tokenism to Citizenship (Innocenti Essay No 4).
Haug, P. 2012. “Kvalitet i opplæringa.” [Quality in Education]. In Kvalitet i opplæringa. Arbeid i
grunnskulen observert og vurdert, edited by P. Haug, 9–32. Oslo: Det Norske Samlaget.
Haug, P. 2017a. “Kva spesialundervisning handlar om, og kva funksjon den har.” [What Special
Education Is About and What Function It Has]. In Spesialundervisning. Innhald og funksjon,
edited by P. Haug, 386–406. Oslo: Det Norske Samlaget.
Haug, P. 2017b. Spesialundervisning. Innhald og funksjon. [Special Education. Content and
Function]. Oslo: Det Norske Samlaget.
Haug, P. 2020. “Inclusion in Norwegian Schools: Pupils’ Experiences of Their Learning
Environment.” Education 3-13 48 (3): 303–315. doi:10.1080/03004279.2019.1664406.
Haugen, G. M. D. 2018. “Barn som informanter – etiske og metodiske utfordringer.” [Children as
Informants – Ethical and Methodological Challenges]. In Marginalitet, sårbarhet, mestring,
edited by B. Berg, G. M. D. Haugen, K. Elvegård, and P. Kermit, 36–48. Oslo:
Universitetsforlaget.
Hill, M. 2005. “Ethical Considerations in Researching Children’s Experiences.” In Researching
Children’s Experience: Methods and Approaches, edited by S. Greene, and D. Hogan, 61–86.
London: Sage.
James, A., C. Jenks, and A. Prout. 1998. Theorizing Childhood. Cambridge: Polity Press.
James, A., and A. Prout. 1997. Constructing and Reconstructing Childhood. 4th ed. London: Falmer
Press.
Lundy, L. 2018. “In Defence of Tokenism? Implementing Children’s Right to Participate in
Collective Decision-Making.” Childhood 25 (3): 340–354. doi:10.1177/0907568218777292.
Mayes, E. 2016. “Shifting Research Methods with a Becoming-Child Ontology: Co-Theorising
Puppet Production with High School Students.” Childhood 23 (1): 105–122.
Messiou, K. 2006. “Conversations with Children: Making Sense of Marginalisation in Primary
School Settings.” European Journal of Special Needs Education 21 (1): 39–54.
Messiou, K. 2019. “TheMissing Voices: Students as a Catalyst for Promoting Inclusive Education.”
International Journal of Inclusive Education 23 (7-8): 768–781. doi:10.1080/13603116.2019.
1623326.
Meyer, A., D. H. Rose, and R. Gordon. 2014. Universal Design for Learning: Theory and Practice.
CAST, Incorporated.
Mølster, T., and K. Nes. 2018. “To What Extent Does Information and Communication
Technology Support Inclusion in Education of Students with Learning Difficulties?”
Universal Journal of Educational Research 6: 598–612. http://www.hrpub.org/download/
20180330/UJER3-19510856.pdf.
Morrow, V. 1998. Understanding Families: Children’s Perspectives. London: National Children’s
Bureau.
Mossige, S., and E. Backe-Hansen. 2013. “For sensitivt for ungdom?.” [Too Sensitive for Youth?].
In Barn i forskning. Etiske dimensjoner, edited by H. Fossheim, J. Hølen, and H. Ingierd, 45–72.
Oslo: De nasjonale forskningsetiske komiteene.
Mukherji, P. and D. Albon. 2010. Research Methods in Early Childhood: An Introductory Guide.
London: SAGE Publications Ltd.
Nes, K. 2017. “Mer ekskludering på ungdomstrinnet?.” [More Exclusion at Secondary School?]. In
Spesialundervisning. Innhald og funksjon, edited by P. Haug, 146–169. Oslo: Det Norske
Samlaget.
NESH (Den nasjonale forskningsetiske komité for samfunnsvitenskap og humaniora). 2016.
Forskningsetiske retningslinjer for samfunnsvitenskap, humaniora, juss og teologi. [Guidelines
for Research Ethics in the Social Sciences, Humanities, Law and Theology].
Nind, M. 2011. “Participatory Data Analysis: A Step too Far?” Qualitative Research 11 (4): 349–
363.
Nind, M., and H. Vinha. 2012. Doing Research Inclusively, Doing Research Well? Report of the
Study: Quality and Capacity in Inclusive Research with People with Learning Disabilities.
University of Southampton. http://www.southampton.ac.uk/education/research/projects/
quality_and_capacity_in_inclusive_research_with_learning_disabilities.page.
14 A.-C. FALDET AND K. NES
Nordahl, T. 2010. Eleven som aktør: Fokus på elevens læring og handlinger i skolen. [Student as an
Agent: Focus on the Student’s Learning and Actions in School]. Oslo: Universitetsforlaget.
Nordahl, T. 2018. Inkluderende fellesskap for barn og unge: Ekspertgruppen for barn og unge med
behov for særskilt tilrettelegging. [Inclusive Community for Children and Young People: The
Expert Group for Children and Young People in Need of Special Facilitation]. Bergen:
Fagbokforlaget.
Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training. 2020. Utdanningsspeilet [The Education
Mirror]. Oslo: Statistics.
Olsen, M. H. 2012. Inkludering i et innenfra og et utenfra. [Inclusion from Inside and Outside].
Oslo: Det utdanningsvitenskapelige fakultet, Universitetet i Oslo.
The Ombudsman for Children. 2017. Uten mål og mening. [Without Goals and Meaning]. Oslo:
The Ombudsman for Children [Barneombudet].
Opsal, H., and O. H. M. Tonheim. 2018. “Students with Low Reading Abilities andWord Problems
in Mathematics.” In Papers of NORMA17 - The Eighth Nordic Conference on Mathematics
Education, NORMA 17, edited by I. E. Norén, H. Palmér, and A. Cooke, 149–157. Göteborg,
Sweden: SMDF, Swedish Society for Research in Mathematics Education.
Peña, E. V., L. Stapleton, K. R. Brown, E. M. Broido, K. Strygles, and S. Rankin. 2018. “A Universal
Research Design for Student Affairs Scholars and Practitioners.” College Student Affairs Journal
36 (2): 1–14.
Richards, S., J. Clark, and A. Boggis. 2015. Ethical Research with Children. Untold Narratives and
Taboos. New York: PALGRAVE MACMILLAN.
Rose, D. H., and J. W. Gravel. 2009. “Getting from Here to There: UDL, Global Positioning
Systems, and Lessons for Improving Education.” In A Policy Reader in Universal Design for
Learning, edited by D. T. Gordon, J. W. Gravel, and L. A. Schifter, 5–18. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard Education Press.
Rutter, M., and B. Maughan. 2002. “Shool Effecctiveness Findings.” Journal of School Psychology
40: 451–475.
Schäfer, N., and R. Yarwood. 2008. “Involving Young People as Researchers: Uncovering Multiple
Power Relations among Youths.” Children’s Geographies 6 (2): 121–135.
Shier, H. 2001. “Pathways to Participation: Openings, Opportunities and Obligations.” Children
and Society 15 (2): 107–117.
Skaalvik, S. 1993. “Ego-involvement and Self-protection among Slow Learners: Four Case Studies.”
Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research 37 (4): 305–315. doi:10.1080/0031383930370404.
Solbakk, J. H. 2014. Sårbare grupper. [Vulnerable Groups]. Oslo: De nasjonale forskningsetiske
komiteene. https://www.etikkom.no/FBIB/Temaer/Forskning-pa-bestemte-grupper/Sarbare-
grupper/.
Sommer, D. 2006. “Oppdragelse, sosialisering og verdiformidling i senmodernitet – nye perspek-
tiver.” [Upbringing, Socialisation and Value Dissemination in Late Modernity – New
Perspectives]. In Oppdragelse, danning og sosialisering i læringsmiljøer, edited by J. B.
Johansen, and D. Sommer, 23–58. Oslo: Universitetsforlaget.
Sørlie, M. A. and T. Nordahl 1998. Problematferd i skolen. Hovedfunn og for-klaringer og pedago-
giske implikasjoner [Problem behavior in school. Main findings and explanations and pedago-
gical implications]. NOVA report 12a / 98 Oslo: GCS.
Staxrud, E. 2013. “Forskning på barns bruk av Internett.” [Research on Children’s Use of the
Internet]. In Barn i forskning. Etiske dimensjoner, edited by H. Fossheim, J. Hølen, and H.
Ingierd, 73–108. Oslo: De nasjonale forskningsetiske komiteene.
Tangen, R. 2008. “Listening to Children’s Voices in Educational Research: Some Theoretical and
Methodological Problems.” European Journal of Special Needs Education 23 (2): 157–166.
Tangen, R. 2009. “Conceptualising Quality of School Life from Pupils’ Perspectives: A Four-
Dimensional Model.” International Journal of Inclusive Education 13 (8): 829–844.
Tangen, R. 2010. “Beretninger om beskyttelse. Etiske dilemmaer i forskning med sårbare grupper –
barn og ungdom.” [Stories about Protection. Ethical Dilemmas in Research with Vulnerable
Groups – Children and Youth]. Norsk Pedagogisk tidsskrift 4: 318–329.
INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF INCLUSIVE EDUCATION 15
Tangen, R. 2011. “Barns stemme i spesialpedagogisk forskning: En kartlegging av doktoravhan-
dlinger i spesialpedagogikk 1990–2009.” [Children’s Voice in Special Education Research: A
Survey of Doctoral Theses in Special Education 1990–2009]. Spesialpedagogikk 8 (11): 38–54.
Tangen, R. 2014. “Balancing Ethics and Quality in Educational Research—The Ethical Matrix
Method.” Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research 58 (6): 678–694.
Topphol, A. K., P. Haug, and T. Nordahl. 2017. “SPEED prosjektet, metode, datagrunnlag og pro-
sedyrar.” [The SPEED Project, Method, Data Basis and Procedures]. In Spesialundervisning.
Innhald og funksjon, edited by P. Haug, 31–51. Oslo: Det Norske Samlaget.
Virokannas, E., S. Liuski, and M. Kuronen. 2020. “The Contested Concept of Vulnerability – A
Literature Review.” European Journal of Social Work 23 (2): 327–339. doi:10.1080/13691457.
2018.1508001.
Walmsley, J., and K. Johnson. 2003. Inclusive Research with People with Learning Disabilities: Past,
Present and Future. London: Jessica Kingsley.
Walmsley, J., I. Strnadová, and K. Johnson. 2018. “The Added Value of Inclusive Research.”
Journal of Applied Research in Intellectual Disabilities 31: 751–759.
Williams, A. S., and S. M. Moore. 2011. “Universal Design of Research: Inclusion of Persons with
Disabilities in Mainstream Biomedical Studies.” Science Translational Medicine 3 (82): 1–10.
16 A.-C. FALDET AND K. NES
